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LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

COMMAND PHILOSOPHY VICE EXECUTIVE PHILOSOPHY

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Here we go again, the age old leadership versus management game.

Hopefully, I can approach this subject from a slightly different angle and

add some new perspectives. Why this topic? Haven't the armed services

come to grip with this topic? I say we have not. Leadership is the very

cornerstone upon which the services build their force. Ours is a very

unique profession, unlike any other, and we need to remember this fact in

everything we do or attempt to accomplish. Leadership is especially

important when trying to attract young men and women to join our

volunteer ranks. How we are viewed by our society will determine who

will want to serve with us in the future.

BACKGROUND

This project will look at the similarities that exist in the commercial

executive philosophy of management and the philosophy of military

leadership. The services have been shifting toward the management aspect

of running a peacetime force vice the leadership role. In this transition, the

end result becomes the crucial factor. Leadership skills focus on people

while management skills focus on systems. What is the balance between

these two techniques? What tradeoffs, if any, are necessary between the

two for development of a Command Philosophy?

For the purpose of this study, a Command Philosophy is simply the

theory or modei that a commander uses to exercise his/her authority to



command. Put another way, a command philosophy is the mental set of

rules, values and ethics that the commander uses to establish his/her

command style.. Basically, I believe a commander can be successful in the

services in either of two ways. He can 'manage' his command, or he can

'lead' his command, I prefer the latter.

There is certainly no limit to the amount of material you can find on

the subject of leadership and management. Not only is the library full of

material but every author is an expert and every school has the solution.

The problem is who to believe? I believe the services have to stress

leadership subjects more and management subjects less if we are to attract

and keep the leaders of the future and our command philosophies must be

leadership oriented. This does not mean that we should forget about

management, for it also has a place in our command philosophies but we

must recognize that the two terms are extremely different and the role each

has to play is different in creating the proper environment.

A landmark point in our military history was reached in the 1960's.

The services were forced to expand rapidly for the Vietnam War and

technology influenced that war to a greater extent than any previous war.

"Systems" became important and military leaders had to adapt to "systems

management".

At the end of that war, the United States was left with broken dreams

and the military would never be the same again. The country's leadership

began to follow industry's lead and the military took on many of the forms

of executive management. The watershed was reached for the army when

the book, Crisis in Command was published in 1978.(1) The army had

undergone a terrible catharsis between 1960 and 1973. Not only had it

changed in size, but many indicators of leadership problems existed in the

force. The Chief of Staff of the Army recognized this problem and directed

a study be conducted by the Army War College on the state of the Officer
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Corps. This study, later called The Study on Military Professionalism. was

so worrisome to the senior Army leadership that its contents were restricted

to only a handful of senior officers and filed under an 'eyes only' heading.(2)

The interesting thing about the study were the findings spelled out for the

Army leadership to take heed. The study is extremely long and I will quote

only portions in order to get a starting point.

"The most frequently recurring specific themes
describing the variance between ideal and actual
standards of behavior in the Officer Corps include:
selfish, promotion-oriented behavior; inadequate
communication between junior and senior; distorted
or dishonest repo-vting of status, statistics, or officer
efficiency; technical or managerial incompetence;
disregard for principles but total respect for
accomplishing even the most trivial mission with
zero defects; disloyalty to subordinates; senior
officers setting poor standards of ethical /
professional behavior.(3)

The quote is quite an indictment of the Officer Corps, its ethical

standards, leadership ability, and managerial style. The report went on to

list fifteen major items that were wrong including the following comments:

"The communication between junior and senior
is inadequate; the junior feels neglected and the
senior is often out of touch with reality. Junior
officers believe that lieutenant colonels and
colonels in particular do not listen to them; they
talk 'to' rather than 'with' them ...... Variances
between ideal and actual standards are condoned,
if not en:gendered, by certain Army policies
regarding officer evaluation, selection for pro-
motion, career concepts and assignment policies,
and information reporting systems."(4)
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The report recommended changes that would have to be directed

from above if they were to be successful since it was widely perceived that

the Army did not have the ability to fix itself. It would be thirteen years

before the report would be put on the regular shelves of the War College

Library for distribution. The report's recommendations included training

the officer corps in ethics, testing at certain levels to prove competence,

creating a new officer grade of senior captain, including peer ratings in

evaluations and changing many assignment policies. Some of the

recommendations were adopted and later brought changes in the promotion

system and evaluation system. Some recommendations were not accepted

for adoption and the report was shelved for a decade.

I maintain that although the Army has corrected some of the

problems expressed in the War College Study, it still has problems in

leadership and shares these problems with its sister services largely

because our doctrine continues to send mixed signals to our junior officers.

The problems are perpetuated by a system that inadvertently calls

leadership and management the same thing and continues to 'borrow' too

much philosophy from the civilian business style of management. Our

leadership models are largely borrowed from other sources and fail to send

the right message to our junior officers on what is expected of them from

our unique profession.

Gabriel had some insights into the problem when he wrote:

"The Army had begun to develop and adopt a new
ethical code rooted in the entrepreneurial model

of the modern business corporation. The
traditional ethics which buttressed the code of
duty-honor-country had begun to weaken, and in
their place the military officer was expected to
operate within a code of ethics drawn largely from
the practices of the free-enterprise marketplace...
that these new ethics would, ultimately, encourage
him to consider 'his' career to be of the highest
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personal and professional importance should have

surprised no one.(5)

I maintain that the services have attacked some of the problems well

in their recent approach to teaching ethics at all levels in our service

schools. But, part of the problem remains because two of our primary

reward systems do not sufficiently emphasize selfless service. The two

systems to which I refer are the evaluation system and the promotion

system.

Somewhere along the way we leaders have lost control of our basic

professional guidelines that make us different from other professions and

jobs. Gabriel put it this way:

"...systems analysis' became the new Army 'buzz
word', and officers suddenly became concerned
with something called 'career management'...The
entrepreneurial officer and the ethics which
motivate him remain one of the major problems
afflicting the Army officer corps."(6)

That we allowed ourselves to become 'afflicted' in such a way was a sad

commentary on us and I am glad we have finally started to reverse the

trend. We can bring selfless service back to our ranks but some changes

need to be made. First, lest I be misunderstood, selfless service has neve-

really left the services but rather has been suppressed in many officers

because of a perceived 'system' that one must climb to be successful. We

teach our officers early that 'they are the best managers of their own

career'. They are taught to seek the 'right' assignments, the assignments

that make officers generals. When captains begin to worry about making

general instead of major, perhaps we have missed the target on professional

growth.

This is what brought Gabriel to his final conclusion that: "The

American officer is far more a military bureaucrat than he is a combat
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leader, and is far more adept at mastering the imperatives of the system

that provides his promotions and career security than he is at learning and

executing the imperatives of battle."(7)

The U.S. Military Academy at West Point, always concerned with the

state of leadership in the Army, published a new text in 1981 dealing with

leadership in organizations.(8) The summary chapter of their work

contains perhaps the very ethic of military leadership. I believe it gives us

a good starting point in examining the subjects of leadership and

management.

"The leader is the central figure in establishing and
maintaining the ethical climate of the organization...The
organizational leader influences others in the organization in
ways besides serving as a model. The leader also controls
rewards and punisnments and communicates expectations
concerning ethical standards of behavior as well as
performance standards. The leader influences
organizational socialization processes which attempt to
impart the attitudes, beliefs, and values expected of
organizational members....Loyalty and obedience,
truth-telling, promise-keeping, respect for others and the
preservation of human life are among the values central to
the ethic of the professional officer corps. There are
frequent conflicts between values or moral obligations
which the officer must resolve. Among the most vexing are
those involving loyalty and obedience and other ethical
principles, especially in view of the contemporary nature of
the profession which has become a bureaucracy with values
which inherently conflict with the professional ethic."(9)
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Chapter II

How Business Trains its Leaders
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A good general statement on how business trains its leaders is to say

'Business Borrows'., That is, few businesses set up their own schools to train

leadership and/or management. A few of the largest, such as the Disney

Corporation, may be exceptions, but the majority use outside sources.

(Disney declined to discuss its training programs, since they consider such

programs private and not for public view)( 1).

In this chapter, I will explore the way two large businesses train their

managers. These businesses permitted inquiries and were extremely

helpful in providing background information for this study. The first

company, a subsidiary of United Telephone Company, provides telephone

service to the public. During my interviews, two items became apparent

immediately. First, most of their training is called 'management' with

leadership occupying a small part of the spectrum. Second, providing a

reliable service in order to make a monetary profit is the driving force in

the company.

The second company was a Nuclear Power Company (GPU Nuclear)

whose technical training program was quite extensive and safety

considerations drove most of the training. Management training was

provided by independent firms.

The driving force in both of these companies, was profitability and

return on investment for their shareholders, but something new has been

added to these corporate giants; both had written policies, values, and ethics

that the companies printed and distributed to all employees and

shareholders.

Neither of these companies professed to have the school solution to

teaching management polices, however, examination of the way they teach

management and leadership provided important information for my study.

Both companies borrowed heavily from other sources for leadership and
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management training with internal resources focused on providing

technical training. Both companies taught' management' and considered

leadership a subset of management. The United Telephone training

manager had a good model that the company had drawn which depicts how

they view leadership and management within their training program.(see

figure 1, next page). Two major distinctions exist between the way

businesses and the services train leadership subjects. Busii~ess and

management schools appear to teach three levels of management which

incorporates leadership into each level. They are called upper, middle, and

lower management or as in the United case; executive, manager, and

supervisor.

The services generally view leadership as dominate and

management skills are things a good leader uses to accomplish his/her

mission. Leadership is then divided into direct or indirect depending on the

level of involvement by the leader.

The United Telephone model implies that senior managers do not

have to be good leaders, just superior managers. Even though the model

recognizes that senior executives need leadership skills, it is viewed as just

another quality used by the executive. The-armed services, in some cases,

reflect this distressing trend. The idea that a senior leader is only a

manager can lead to the kind of abuse we have seen in major stock frauds

and unnecessary death in the case of the services. The problem revolves

around the central focus of ethics. I contend that managers don't 'have' to

worry about ethics, leaders 'must' worry about ethics. People don't follow

managers to their deaths, people do follow leaders to their deaths. It may

seem simple, but leadership can not be viewed as a subset of management.

When that happens, the ethics of monetary gain can easily become the

governing ethics of the military leader, a big mistake.
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Perhaps I can demonstrate what I am trying to say a different way. I

agree with Richard Gabrel that in the 1960's, the services became

enamored with the 'business' way of doing things. A quick review of some

of the business literature being written at that time will demonstrate this

point. One such text written in 1965 and used by business schools was Earl

P. Strong's book, 1-.ianagement Of Business. An Introduction. Several quotes

from this book are very enlightening. Mr. Strong contends that leaders are

of different types, his preference runs with wtbat he calls the goal-centered

leader.(2) This leader keeps the goal of the business as his ethic. "Ethics is

not a set of rules or a code or regulations imposed by authority. The ethical

man is one who sees reality, respects it, discloses it, and fulfills it."(3) I

maintain that this type of self delusion is extremely dangerous. When the

manager decides that ethics and reality are one and the same, then its

permissible to cheat if everyone else is cheating. Strong continues:

"All organizations exist to provide values to some
segment of society. The values may be economic,
such as a new source of low cost lendable funds.
They may be artistic, such as a new form of
musical reproduction like multiplex stereo. They
may be intangible and social, such as a recreational
center, or tangible and basic to survival, such as
food, shelter, anO clothing. Only by keeping in
touch with the shifting value systems of customers
can any organization as,lire its survival.(4)

It is not difficult to see where a leader could go wrong following such

advice. In Strong's world, whatever will sell is the ethic of the day.

United Telephone's rating system is an excellent example of the

business view of management (see figure la). The rating form is almost

structure free, allowing the 'manager' complete freedom in establishing the

goals and the levels of performance. Ethics are not mentioned.
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GPU Nuclear has a different problem in teaching leadership and

management. It sells a product, electricity, but it also has an very large

ethical problem to deal with, that of safety because of the potential danger to

society if something goes wrong. Therefore, environmental safety becomes

the company's number one ethic while producing safe power, and making a

profit. The company has an impressive training facility and technical

training is continuous and extensive. Leadership and management training

are imported from other companies who specialize in such training. They

use Senn-Delaney Leadership Programs Inc. extensively and send many

corporate executives to their training programs. Senn -Delaney Inc.,

basically offers people oriented training programs. They promote/teach

group problem solving techniques. They stress teamwork and leadership

together. One of their basic models is shown on page 15, as figure 2. A

quote from the beginning pages of their course book will serve to show their

approach.
"Management is a complex profession requiring

the constant use of a myriad of technical, business,
and people skills. Of all these important skills, the
ones we take most for granted, and spend the least
time truly perfecting, are the people skills. In
reality, because management is more an art than
science, a majority of a manager's time involves
dealing with people and feelings, not charts,
graphs, and reports.

The social changes brought about during the
60's, as well as the technological changes of the
70's and 80's have created an environment within
organizations that is far different from the
'traditional' organization. In the words of one
expert, employees are no longer driven by the
'WORK ETHIC', but now cem to be motivated by
a 'WORTH ETHIC'. In essence, effective
management is no longer a result of AUTHORITY
POWER, but is being replaced by RELATIONSHIP
POWER. "(5)
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The Senn-Delaney model
from

The Changing World of Management and Leader-hip

AUTHORITY POWER RELATIONSHIP POWER

Manage People Manage Tasks

Goals Set By Boss Goals Set By Group

Top-Down Commo Network Commo

Allocation Of Resources Allocation Of Resources
Position By Priority Of Goal

Performance Is Evaluated Performance is Coached

Problem Orientation Solution Orientation

Individual Accountability Group Accountability

Figure 2

(cop•d from Sen-Del@ Leadup Pr , Hdbook5150 E.
Pwific Cout Highwey, Suite 360, Lcg Bewh. Cafornia 90804,1967)
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The problem with tCis approach, is that numerous sessions are

required to insure that everyone is in 'sync' with the company goals. Many

good thoughts are discussed, but little is transferable to the military.

GPU follows the same three tier approach that most management

courses advocate of upper, middle and lower management. They call them

first level, second level, and higher positions of management. All leadership

training is imported from Senn-Delaney or similar firms.

Another Leadership and management consultant used by both

business and the military is the Center For Creative Leadership, in

Greensboro, North Carolina. This organization uses many models to depict

leadership and management and appears to favor the more scientific

approach to leadership subjects. They view leaders in three dimensions,

the systems leader, the integrative leader, and the direct leader. A look at

their leader continuum gives a clear view of their approach.

TIME UNCERTAINTY
COULD BE Unkftown

MIGHT VilioAs (Insigt)SSy a =LeaderBE Systems Leader Goals

Policies
PROBABLY Integrative Ob'tves

WILLI
BE Leader

-Ividl S ( with meatuIeble stedard)

I I I COMPLEXITY

LEADERSHIP CONTINUIM: From a course (ladersbi Systems)
taught at the Center For Creative
Leadership, Greensboro, N.C. 1989

(figure 3) -16-



The Center For Creative Leadership has combined many of the

corporate and military models in dealing with leadership. It also uses

military expert leaders (retired US military) as corporate executives.

One other source that business uses to teach leadership and

management is the current thought of the various graduate colleges and

universities throughout the United States and the world. The theories are

endless and the 'experts' abundant. But the bottom line appears to remain

the same, business considers management supreme and leadership is just a

tool the manager needs to know how to employ people.

Business appears to do one thing better than the services and that is

to teach the right things to the right level. Training programs are tailored

to suit the target audience and very few 'general' type course are taught to

all supervisors. Technical skills are carefully taught and emphasized at all

levels and not every manager follows the same mold. Different paths to

success are allowed and not everyone is expected to climb the corporate

ladder the same, if they climb it at all. There is no requirement to move 'up'

the corporate ladder in order to survive. Therefore, there is no perceived

'threat' to employees to get promoted or leave the company. Since

employees are not required to move upward, training is planned to enhance

their present skills to make them more productive in their present positions.
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The Military has reviewed Leadership and Management instruction

since Richard Gabriel's book, Crisis in Command. first appeared. Both the

Army and the Air Force have revised their texts on the subjects and the

Army created the Center For Army Leadership at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

in 1983. (The Army and Air Force were chosen as study subjects because

their training schools are very similar: the Navy was not studied.)

Most of the basic Field Manuals on the subjects have been revised and

ethics has been incorporated into the program of instruction at both the

Command and Staff school level and the War College level.

If all this revision has been done, then what; if anything, needs to be

changed? The most important thing that needs to be recognized by all

services, is that leadership and management are not the same. The services

continue to talk about the two subjects as if they were the same. Leadership

is the process by which a soldier influences others to accomplish the mission.

He carries out this process by applying his leadership attributes: beliefs,

values, ethics, character, knowledge, and skills.(1) It is much more difficult

to find a truly good definition of management because most texts use the

terms management and leadership interchangeably. FM 22-103 has a good

definition when it states that management'" is a set of activities or behaviors

performed by those in senior positions to acquire, direct, integrate, or

allocate resources to accomplish goals and tasks."(2)

Management then, is simply a skill that a good leader should acquire

in order to be successful. Why is it important that we recognize the

difference between the terms? I believe it is important because the ethics

which drive the two terms can be completely different. Just as Strong wrote

that business ethics are simply the reality of the day, military ethics don't

change with the profit cycle. Duty, Honor, Country may seem trite to some

observers, but they remain the cornerstone of all we in the military hold

dear. Without the proper ethical code, the mili'ary leader can become the
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business manager where 'systems' rule, budgets plan, men organize, and

people can fall by the wayside. Business itself has recognized this, and is

attempting to fix its problem by importing short courses on 'Teamwork',

'Teambuilding', 'Business Ethics', and 'Systems Leadership'.(3)

The new military manuals on leadership help us toward the goal of

better understanding for our junior leaders. Filled with case studies and

examples, both the Air Force and Army schools have switched to the new

texts. But I believe we can do better.

In the most recent publication of Army Command And Management:

Theory And Practice. a reference text for the Department of Command,

Leadership, and Management at the Army War College, the Army once again

confuses the issue in the first chapter. The text states"

Command, leadership, and management form the
basis of the text. There is no real attempt made to
differentiate between terms. Articles sometimes
appear in magazines and journals that attempt to
draw distinctions between the terms, but without
much success. The terms can be defined well only
in relation to specific acts and under certain
conditions. The Army requires people who are
commanders, leaders, managers, under the same
skin, and when they act, it is the function
performed that is important - not the label. It does
not make any difference whether it is called
command, leadership, or management as long as
the function performed accomplishes the objective
effectively and efficiently."(4)

I would paraphrase that last sentence as 'the end justifies the means'. A

pretty dangerous route for a soldier/leader.

One of the best military articles on the subject of leadership and

management was recently published by Mitchell M. Zais in a Technical

Report at DLA and contains his model for depicting the difference between
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leadership and management and how they interact, (see figure 4, below).

Zais' major contribution is in depicting the relationship between leadership

and management and how they are used by a commander in an organization.,

feeling of the follower budget, organize, etc..
for the leader which independent of any

detemins th le~r i di~tif ,-relationship with

Figure 2. Leadership end mnaegeme~nt as ieperate domains end
the region of overlap including aspects of both
(Zais, 19"2, p. 53).

FIGURE 4

(copied from Zals, M~itcheti M., Generalship and The Art of Senior
Command: historical & sr'entif ic weswetives. Techncal Report,
DTIC, DLA. Aleundria, Va., May 85.)
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Mitchell Zais points out that it's important to realize that leadership is

not results, results come about when good management and other factors

such as characteristics of subordinates, is applied to the leadership process.

His next model puts the idea together with Commandership to form an

overall method of command., (sce figure 5, below).,

Lem ip W LandUW Management W

Figure 3. Commandership and its relationship to leade ip and
management Commandership includes all aspects of
leadership and management. However, the commander's
focus is on the organization as a whole instead of ind-
ividuals and things. The perspective of commandersnip
shifts from analytic cause-effect to one of synthesis and
integation. The commander must contend with increas-
ingly complex isues and organizational systems (Zais,
1982a, p.53).

FIGURE

(Copied from Zals, Mitchell M., Generalship and The Art of Senior
Command: hstod and Scientific perspectives., Technical Re-
port, DTICo D& ANIM , Va., My 85)
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The US Air Force's latest publication of AU-24, Concetpts For Air

Force Leadershig is an excellent combination of articles written by various

authors with various viewpoints about leadership. The lack of a clear

separation between leadership and management in previous military texts,

and the need for continued emphasis on ethics have been major shortcomings

in previous training literature.

The following 'Wheel model from FM 22-103 is an excellent way to

depict Senior Level Leadership, (see figure 6, below).

"47 PURPOSE

CASE STUDIES

,ROMIN1ZATIO VISIO ETE "

DIRECTION
MOTIVATION K- r•

SENIOR LEADERS IN ACTION WHEEL FM 22-103

CHALLENGE: Requirements, Cheracteristic., &Tasks.

VISION: Attributes, Imperatives, & Perspectives.

ETHICS: Foundations, Responsibilities, & Moral Toughness.

SKILLS: Conceptual, Competencg, Communications.

PROCESSES: Command, Control,Leadership, & Management.

ORGANIZATION: Characteristics, Components, & Building Teams.

(copied from FM 22-103, Department of the Army, June 1987)

Figure 6



Senior leadership instruction at Ft. Leavenworth has been greatly

improved by using FM 22-103. The wheel model is used as the backbone for

FM 22-103 and each spoke of the wheel is used as a chapter title. The
'school house' appears to have tackled the tough job of teaching future

leaders using solid concepts and clear models. The field force must now

improve the incentive systems, such as the promotion system and the

evaluation system so as to mold the desired leaders for the future using the

principles learned through the leadership models.

-25-



ENDNOTES

1. FM 22- 100, p.5

2.. FM 22-103, p.44.,

3. Management Courses offered by Senn Delaney Inc., and

The Center For Creative Leadership.

4, The US Army War College, U.S. Department of the Army, &r=m
Command and Management: Theory and Practice p. I-1.,
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Chapter IV

Leadership arid Management in the Future

Recommended Changes???
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If business borrows from all sources, and the military services are

improving, then where do we go from here? In this chapter, I will put

forth my ideas on how the Army can benefit from business training and

what I believe I have learned from a six month study of these two

complicated subjects called leadership and management. I do not pretend to

have all the answers, but a few suggestions will be put forth in the spirit of

constructive criticism on how we might better teach our junior leaders of

tomorrow.

Business will have to take care of itself, and will through expeditious

use of both current college thought and the gains made by private consulting

firms. Both firms that I dealt with were extremely professional and

concerned with the proper development of their leaders at all levels. They

borrowed heavily from consulting firms because it was cost effective.

The military services have a different problem. Our leaders are

grown and nurtured to do what many feel is unthinkable in peacetime: to

wage war against an armed enemy and win. Therefore, the real success for

our leader is not a profit and loss statement but rather the skills and ethics

to insure that the ultimate loss of life paid was required to maintain/restore

the peace. Therefore, we need to continue to stress ethics when teaching

leadership subjects and we need to separate current leadership thought and

management thought, while continuing to teach both.

As part of this study, an opinion survey questionnaire was administered

to the resident Army War College class of 1989. This survey (see appendix

A) asked questions similar to those in 1970 that were asked in the Study On

Military Professionalism. The responses were generally more favorable

than those given by members of the same year groups in 1970. The recent

survey suggests that present senior leaders are generally pleased with the

leadership environment with minor suggestions/comments The 1989

survey will be referenced in this chapter when discussing particular
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recommendations for improvements in leadership systems.

We can begin by recognizing that there are really three parts to the

leader model., Zais's model with one addition, would lend itself well to this

purpose., I propose we stress leadership, management, and professional

competence as our three governing factors in the development of the

successful leader.. The model would then look like the one in figure 7,below.

SMANAGEMENT PROFESSIONAL

ARMY OFFICER LEADERSHIP MODEL
(PROPOSED)

FIG. 7

It would likewise follow, that the commandership model would look like the

one in figure 8, (next page)
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THE OFFICER ... CO .N MODEL

(Proposed)

Fig. 8

Using these two models, we should put equal emphasis on these

subjects in our service schools and in c.1r operati ng /evaluation systems.

Technical proficiency, the backbone of professional competence, once

taught, should also be evaluated. It is evaluated well in the enlisted ranks,

but poorly in the officer ranks. We are long overdue for an officer

proficiency test that an officer would be required to pass in his/her basic

branch. The test should be administered every one or two years through the

grade of lieutenant colonel.

The current score should be a matter of record on the Officer Record

Brief (ORB) and should be shown to promotion and selection boards. The

test should be designed to cover very basic technical and tactical skills and

should be related to grade, ie. company grade, or field grade. The school

proponent for each branch would be required to design the tests, provide

the study material, and the chain of command would do the testing just as in
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the enlisted skill qualification test. We have long talked of such tests, but

little action has been seen in the execution of such a program.

Leadership and management training must be clearly separated in our

military school system. I suggest that departmental names such as 'The

Department of Leadership and Management' be avoided and that the

military use the 'Department of Command' instead. This prevents any

confusion about the terms and allows more flexibility in teaching subjects

related to command. Leadership instruction should continue to stress ethics,

values, responsibility and integrity using historical and current case studies

as the vehicle of learning..

Management training instruction should emphasize 'skills' needed to

enhance unit operations. It may be a very subtle difference, but very

important to student development. The texts and field manuals are on the

right track, it is now up to the field army to enhance training received at the

schools through reinforcement training in the unit.

A senior level management school for general officers is also needed.

Since generals create the command climate at installation level, there should

be a leadership/management course that they are required to complete in

order to command such installations,(The Installation Management Course

offered by TRADOC is too short and geared to full colonels). Such courses

exist in the corporate community at the executive level.

Lastly, our military career management systems need some slight

revision to support our leader model. The entire up or out program needs to

have a serious relook. This one process, more than any other, causes as

many problems as it solves. Although it provides incentive to produce, it also

promotes some to levels of their own incompetence because it requires

promotion for some people who would do better to remain in the lower

grade. The goal becomes the next grade instead of improvement in tactical

skill or technical proficiency. The War College Study on Professionalism in
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the Arnmy recommended a new grade called Senior Captain be added to the

rank structure.(l) This grade could serve as a plateau for those desiring to

remain as company commanders but had no desire to go on to senior level

staff positions. There is some merit in such an idea.

Many personnel managers believe that you must have an up or out

system in order to make room at the bottom for new leaders. My interviews

with trainers in the corporate sector were particularly interesting in this

area. Some felt that the 'up or out' philosophy hurt productivity while the

others felt that 'up or out' helped keep an organization fresh. I would not

advocate the complete elimination of such a system, but merely some

changes to it to provide for some security among the company grade

officers. Captains whose rating officer felt that they were competent at their

current level but not ready for promotion could be given tenure so to speak

to 20 years as long as they maintained proficiency. They should be told at

the time of their first nonse!ection to major, that promotion might not occur,

but that they could continue to compete or leave the service (up to 20 years)

at their discretion, assuming they maintained proficiency. The' L) or out'

system for field grade officers should continue under present rules. One

comment received on my leadership survey administered to the TRADOC

Pre-command Course indicated that 'up or out' needs to be more severe

when dealing with colonels who become bitter when not promoted to

Brigadier General,(see Survey Comments, Appendix 1).

The officer evaluation system should be revised to evaluate the three

tenets of the leader model. The current OER is considered adequate by

most officers at the senior rater level, but questionab!y effective at the rater

level,( see Opinion Questionnaire, Appendix 1). It should be modified to

eliminate the current performance comments block (Part V,c.) narrative of

the rater and insert instead several check the box questions on ethics,

technical ability and tactical proficiency. These questions should require
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the rater to rate the rated officer as: superior, above average, average, or

below average in each area and require senior rater agreement before

allowing a superior rating..

One question should be added regarding selfless service. We must

rate and evaluate what we say is important. Responses from the recent

questionnaire given to War College students and opinions of senior officers

attending the TRADOC Pre-Command Course still indicate a feeling among

leaders that ticket punching is still alive as opposed to selfless service,

(Annex A). The only way to correct this perception in the officer corps is

through changes to the system that require competence, evaluate that

competence, and require ethical conduct in all we do as leaders.

Both the Army and Air Force have taken steps to create a proponent

for leadership subjects but in both cases, other agencies continue to publish

material that confuses the issue. These proponents must get a handle on

leadership material for their respective service and prevent any other

agency from establishing doctrine without proponent approval. This will

prevent confusion such as exists between publications on whether or not

management and leadership are one and the same thing.

The survey at Appendix A, must be viewed realistically. By this I

mean that the people responding are the leaders of today's Army. They are

the successful officers from the 1960-70's. It is unlikely that they would see

their leader roles as anything but successful and optimistic. Why then did I

give the survey? Because officers of these year groups were the very same

ones surveyed in 1970 that were so pessimistic at the time.

A concise listing of six recommendations follows. These ideas are the

result of my six month study in this area. These are by no means the only

answers to any of our leadership problems, real or perceived, but I maintain

they will provide a good base point to correct what I fear is leading the

military services too far astray from our basic military ethics and values.
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We must present our training in such a way that it is clear to every

potential officer that leadership is the goal of every officer and that he/she

must be technically proficient and ethically grounded in our military ethic.

LISTED RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Ensure leadership and management continue to be taught as
separate subjects and that leadership play the dominant role.

2. Ensure that ethics continue to play a dominant role in the
instruction at all service schools since it is the backbone of good
leadership.

3. Reconsider the recommendation of the War College Study Group of
1970 to allow a more secure position such as senior captain be

added to the 'up or out' system to allow deserving captains a
chance at tenure to 20 years.

4. Change the rater portion of the current OER to include several
questions that must be answered by the rater on proficiency.
Example questions would look as follows:

a. This officer's knowledge in his/her assigned field is: Sr Rater:
superior - above average - average - below average agrees/disagrees

b. This officer's selfless service and integrity is: Sr Rater:
superior - above average - average - below average agrees/disagrees

c.. This officer's leadership ability over peers is: Sr Rater-,
superior - above average - average- below average agrees/disagrees

d. This officers accomplishments this period are: Sr Rater:
superior - above average - average - below average agrees/disagrees

5. Create an effective testing instrument to be administered to each
officer through the grade of LTC every one or two years to insure a
basic level of military competence. Ensure the score of such a test
be displayed in the official record of each officer and be made
available to promotion and selection boards. School proponents for
each branch would have the lead on establishing the tests and
providing materials.

6. Create a course on installation management for flag officers. This
course should be attended by each flag officer before assuming
command of a military installation.
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Twenty years is a long time and how our perspective changes! Have
we changed as much as we think? Do our young officers see us differently?
I leave those questions for someone else's study. I was a part of the 1973
follow-up study, a young brash captain, brought from Ft Benning to talk
with a seminar group at the War College., Little did I know then that I
would be one of those 'senior leaders' we were quick to criticize., So; we
must never stop looking for better 'systems', 'better solutions', and 'better
leaders' since the legacy we seek to leave is what we will make ourselves.

Leadership is, and must remain, our number one priority in developing
the officers of the future. Our leadership publications must reflect the
importance of our basic ethics, and our commitment to proficiency in our
duties. We can not afford to manage our way into the future.
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ENDNOTES

1. The U.S. Army War College, Study on Military Professionalism, p. 49.
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APPENDIX I

The Survey Instrument (Questionnaire)

Leadership/Management (.oestionnaire

Military Study Project

U.S. Army War College

Carlisle Barracks

1988-1989
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Leadership/Management Questionnaire
Military Study Project

U.S. Army War College

Carlisle Barracks

1988-89

The following Questionnaire is being used to gather voluntary information and
opinion anonymously from senior leaders on the state of leadership and management
training in today's Armed Forces. THIS IS AN OPINION SURVEY ONLY. Several
questions concern the state of professionalism in today's force as perceived by senior
leaders. If more space is required to illustrate a point, please feel free to use the back
of the questionnaire to comment.

(percentages have been added reflecting answers)

Please 0dflj0•am the word or phrase you feel is the one best answer to the question.

1. I am:
a. a Major (0%)

"* b. a Lieutenant Colonel (79.7%)
c., a Colonel (18.9%)
d. a General (1.4%)

2. I am:
" a. a Combat Arms Officer (50.3)

b. a Combat Support Officer (23.1%)
c. a Combat Service Support Officer (26.6%)

3. As compared to the Army of 1965-1970, today's Army leaders are:
a. Much worse (0%)
b. Worse. (4.2%)
c. Same (8.4%)
d. Better (55.9%)
e. Much better (31.5%)

4. Ethical conduct among my peers is:
a. Very bad (0%)
b. Bad (2.1%)
c. Neither good nor bad (8.4%)
d. Good (68.5%)
e. Very good (21%)

5. If given a choice, I would consider :
a. Leadership a part of management. (8.4%)
b. Management a part of leadership. (65.7%)
c. Leadership and management as separate subjects. (25.9%)

6. The current OER evaluates officers on proficiency of tasks completed. How
well does the current OER evaluate officers on proficiency of tasks?

a. Very badly (1.4%)
b. Badly (12.6%)
c. Neither Bad nor good (25.2%)

* d. Good (57.3%)
e. Very good (3.5%)
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7. The current OER does a good job in evaluating an officer from a rater's
viewpoint.

a. Strongly disagree (5.6%)
b. Disagree (16.1%)
c., Neutral (10.5%)*d. Agree (62.2%)
e. Strongly agree (5.6%)

8. The current OER does a good job in evaluating dn officer from a senior
raters viewpoint.

a. Strongly disagree (3.5%)
b. Disagree (9.1%)
c. Neutral (6.3%)

* d. Agree (61.5%)
e. Strongly Agree (18.9%)

9, Senior Leaders (MAJ and above) are:
* a. basically 'selfless'. (ie. consider what's good for their unit

first) (53.1%)
b. basically 'self-centered'. (ie. consider themselves first in

decisions) (10.5%)
c. basically 'career-centered'.(ie. consider what's good for

advancement first) (35.7%)

10. The professional competence of my peers is:
a. Very Poor (0%)
b. Poor (0%)

* c. Good (69.2%)
d. Very good (30.8%)

11. My peers:
a. care about soldiers first. (7.7%)
b. care about their careers first. (10.5%)
c. care about what the 'boss' wants first. (11.9%)
d. try to balance all things equally. (64.3%)
e. do what is ethically correct first. (5.6%)

12. The professional competence of junior officers is:
a. very poor (.7%)
b. poor (3.5%)

* c. good (72%)
d. very good (23.8%)

13. Junior officers (Captain and below):
a. care about soldiers first. (8.4%)
b. care about their careers first. (9.8%)
c. care about what the 'boss' wants first. (27.31,)

* d. try to balance all things equally. (48.3%)
e. do what is ethically correct first. (4.2%)

-39-



14. General Officers by and large:
a. lead by example., (17.5%)
b. lead by delegating responsibility. (21.0%)
c. lead by micro-management. (13.3%)
d. employ the "do as I say, not what I do model., (7.7%)

" e. manage instead of lead. (36.4%)

TRULE ALSESECION
"*True False 15. The current service philosophy of UP or OUT is a
(52.4%)(47.6%) good one.

"*True False 16. Officers who 'suck up' to the boss do better than those
(53.1%)(46.9%) that speak their mind.

"*True False 17. Leadership has improved in the Services since the
(93.0%)(6.3%) Vietnam era.

"*True False 18. Too many leaders try to manage their commands

(62.9%)(35.7%) as opposed to leading them.

"*True False 19. Todays leaders are the best I have seen in my career.
(77.6%)(21.7%)
True * False 20. Officers care more about the next assignment
(21.0%)(77.6%) than the present one.

True * False 21. My peers publish few articles in branch publications
(22.4%)(76.2%) because they fear criticism from their bosses/peers.

True * False 22. Who you know is more important than what you
(46.2%)(53.8%) know.

"*True False 23. If I had it to do all over again, I would still join the

(94.4%)(5.6%) armed forces.

* True False 24. [trusted my last Boss.
(76.2%)(23.8%)

*True False 25. My last Boss had real integrity.
(78.3%)(21.7%)

* True False 26. My Junior Officers would say that I have integrity.
(100%)
True * False 27. I inflated my ratings on OERs because I felt I had to
(45.5%)(54.5%) protect the careers of my junior officers from the UP or

OUT policy.

* True False 28. I trust 'the system'.
(67.1%)(32.9%)

* True False 29. I trust my peers.
(90.2%)(9.8%)

* True False 30. The leadership in the armed services is better than
(87.4%)(11.9%) other professions.

" True False 31. Ticket-punching exists in todays armed forces.
(97.9%)(1.4%)
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"v'rue False 32. My raters have been good 'listeners', I relt my
(74.8%)(24.5%) advice was really appreciated.

"'True False 33, The current OER measures efficiency better than

(62.9%)(36.4%) proficiency.

*True False 34. It is better for one's career to command a TOE unit
(89.5%)(10.5%) than a TDA unit.

"True False 35. The 'rewards' system (ie. promotions, awards ate) focuses
(60.8%)(39.2%) on the accomplishment of short term, measurable, & often

trivial tasks & neglects the development of ethical standards
and real proficiency,

True * False 36. I have seen peers/seniors distort reports because
(44.8%)(55.2%) of selfish ambition.

"True False 37, The OER should be changed to force the rater to better
(51.7%)(48,3%) evaluate the technical and tactical proficiency of the rated

officer.

True * False 38. The OER would be a more reliable instrument if peer
(30.1%)(69.9%) ratings were added to the system.

True * False 39. All Officers not selected for promotion to major and/or
(46.9%)(53.1%) Lieutenant Colonel should be automatically contirued on

active duty until twenty years service is obtained unless
the raters have stated clearly that the officer should be
eliminated.

YOUR OPINION PLEASE:

40. The 1970 War College Study on Military Professionalism recommended that
before an officer got promoted to general rank that the Primary Zone list be sent to the
current War College Class for comment. Each officer in the current class would
comment anonymously on those officers he/she personally knew and worked with in an
assignment. Comments would be limited to five possible short responses such as "I
know this colonel and would concur in his selection" or "I know this colonel and he
should never be promoted to general." This idea should be reconsidered?

a. YES (42.7%)
* b. NO (57.3%)

Additional comments can be added to the back if desired.
(see baL•k-up printout attached....Percentages that don't add to 100% are
caused by questions left unanswered by some taking the survey)
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Survey-Comments

I. Ref Question 40 -" Absolutely absurd! What are they going to do,
reconvene the board based on the AWC anonymous statistical sample?
Current board system is fairest method yet devised, leave it be."

2." Strongly recommend peer ratings."

3. Ref Question 39 -" not automatically, but there are some that are
great captains and would be willing to stay captains as long as they got
adequate pay raises. The up or out system is a bad way of doing business."

4. Ref Question 40 -" possibly to all General Officers but not to the
AWC Class."

5." My major concern is that the current system is too forgiving for
0-5 7 0-6 commanders. If their units are not tactically proficient and
capable of operating successfully in a decentralized environment (ie
without the commander directing everything), they should be notified
they are on probation and removed if things do not get better. Soldiers
and young officers should not have to live with incompetent or self-
serving leadership."

6." Majors and LTC's are basically selfless because of their location,
Col and above, questionable."

7 "Young officers care about what we tell them to care about b-,

actions and words."

8,"Officers should have a yearly proficiency test."

9. "Thought provoking survey!"

10. Ref Question 40 - "peer or rated officer comments would suffice."

11." Senior raters who do not observe the people they senior rate nor
counsel them during their rating period are doing a great disservice to the
raters and to the army."

12. "I find in general that the majority of officers 06 through MG
have been poor role models. They have been self centered and career
oriented with only marginal concern for subordinate development. The
exceptions to this are many and well regarded, but they are exceptions."
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13. Ref Question 37 -",... and add something quick and dirty for boards
to look at like the senior rater block."

14, "Subordinate ratings would give selection boards an additional
perspective. The ratings would have to be totally anonymous and they
should be accomplished after the rater has left."

15, Ref question 6 - "The board system does not and cannot use
what's written because of time."

16. "Rather than finding fault with the current system - why don't
you come up with a better one?"

17. Ref question 40 -" It's an intriguing idea - some boundaries would
be needed and a no-go should be justified."

18. Ref question 40 - "This is the dumbest idea sinc. the Davy

Crockett."

19, Ref question 31 - "Joint specialty is (an) example.'

20, "Peer ratings should never be used."

2 1. "Poor survey - most questions cannot be answered with a straight
yes/no, true false response. It is much more complex than that."

22," Peer ratings should be pursued in command positions by peer
commanders. You can fool some of the people all the time - but not all the
people all the time."

23. "Interesting survey - made me think. - and look at myselt

24. "The Army would be better served if we could eliminate some of
the politics of assigning junior officers and majors. Too many gooo Junior
officers are not given a chance at the 'good' jobs, and thus are non-
competitive for good field grade jobs later. In the past five years I've :;een
too many spoiled junior officer West Pointers with bad attitudes in gc'd
TOE jobs. By contrast, a significant number of good junior officer
(non-WP) have not been given a shot in the TOE army.

25. "I don't have any heartburn with those who are selected for 07,
for by and large, the selection process works well at that level. However,
the biggest problem in the officer promotion system is with 06's who are
allowed to hang around with no place to go or contribution to make and in
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the process become bitter at 'the 3y3tem' for not recognizing their need to
be a general officer. In the meantime, they focus their bitterness on those
behind them, view them as a threat, and allow their resentment to
manifest in many ways that are very unprofessional and harmful to their
subordinates."
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APPENDIX II

Data Program- Leadership/Management Questionnaire

Leadership/Management Questionnaire

Military Study Project

US Army War College

Carlisle Barracks

1988-1989
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2: 2 LEADERSHIP SURVEY 1-, I ---

Va i d Cum
Va!le Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

2 114 79., 79.7 7-.7
COL 3 27 18.9 18.9 98.6

EN 4 2 1.4 1.4 :00.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean .. 217 Std Dev .446 Minimum 2. 000
Max i mum 4. 000

Valic Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

BRANCH

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

COMBAT 1 72 50.3 50.3 50.3
CBT SPT 2 33 23.1 23.1 73.4
CBT SER SPT 3 38 26.6 26.6 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.762 Std Dev .847 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 3.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0



P4age -cADERSHIP SURVEY 9

'ORS TODAY VS YSTRDY

Valiue Label Value Freouency Percent Percent Percent

SORE2 6 4.2 4.2 4.2
SAME 3 12 8.4 8.4

T,4 E_ -55.9 6 -6.
MUC HiETIER 5 45 31.5 31.5 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 1000

-Mean 4.'147 td Dev .741 Minimum 7_000
Max imum 5.000

Va!ld eases 14" Missing Cases 0

: 4 ETHIC-AL PEERS

Valicd Cum
Value Lanel Value Frequency Percent Percent- Percent

BAD 2 3 2.1 2.1 2

y NEITHER 3 12 8.4 8.4 10.5
- GOOD 4 98 68.5 68.5 79.0

VERY GOOD 5 30 21.0 21.0 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 4.084 Std Dev .611 Mi ni mum 2.000
Max i mum 5.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

1 62.aa7,



Pace 4 _EADERSHIP SURVEY

2Z"*R VS MGMT

- Valid f F

value Label Value Peequency Percent Percent Percent -

LEAD IS MGE 4 12 8.4 8.4 8.4
MSE IS LEAD 2 94 65.7 65.7 74.1
LEAD MGE SEP 3 37 25.9 25.9 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 2.175 Std Dev .561 Minimum 1.000
iax i mum 3 000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

06 CURRENT OER

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

VERY BADLY 1 2 1.4 1.4 1.4

BADLY 2 18 12.6 12.6 14.0
NEITHER 3 36 25.2 25.2 39.2

GOOD 4 82 57.3 57.3 96.5
VERY 500D 5 5 3.5 3.5 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 3.490 Std Dev .812 Mi nnimum 1.000

Maximum 5.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0
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° 5 _EJDERS I-'I SURVEY

:ý7. 7 rE'IrER RATER

Val i C!
Value I abel Val ue •requency Percent Percent Percent

.STRO.....Y ..... AGRE_ 1 8 5.6 5.6 5.6
D1SPGREE 23 16.1 16.1 .7
MEUTRAL 15 10.5 10.5 " 2, .

- AGREE 4 89 62.2 62. 2 P4.4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 a 5.6 5.6 100.0

"TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mear -. 462 Std Dev 1.012 Minimum 1.000

Maxvimum 5. ""loc,0

valic Cases 1/, Missing Cases 0

Qa OER SR RATER

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent-

STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 5 3.5 3.5 3.5
DISAGREE 2 13 9.1 9.2 12.7
NEUTRAL 3 9 6.3 6. 3 19.0
"AGREE 4 "8s 61.5 62.0 81.0
STRONGLY AGREE 5 27 18.9 19.0 100.0

S•.7 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 3.838 Std Dev .958 Minimum 1.000
Max imum 5.000

Valid Cases 142 Missing Cases 1
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P a e 6 ZEADERSHIP' SURVEY

-19 SR LDR SELFLESSNESS

Valid 1 ,i
valt-e La-el Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Flercel.it

SLS1 76 7ý3. 1 53.5 5
SEL CETERD 215 -10. 5 10.6 6.

CAREER CENTER'D _ 35.7 -44 v .10
1 .7 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

M1ear 1.824 Std Dev .932 Minimum J..000
Maximum Z3.C) Q

Vaid I ases .142 Missing Cases 1

i A PROF COMPETENCE

Valid CU-M
Valv'e Label Value Frequency P-ercent Percent Percent

GOOD 399 69.2 69.2 69.2
VERY GOOD 4 44 30.8 30.8 100

TOTAL 14ZN 100.0 100.0

Mea7-.08 Std Dev .463 Minimum ~ OX

Max i mum 4. 000

Valid Ces 143 Mis-sing Cases 0
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Pace 7 ' ", S:' SURVEY . .... Inf

S• " "='TER. PRE=' -• -: -

Val i d
Vaiue -abel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

SOLDERýS .... 'ý 4 17. 7.7
S a- WI- -. 17% IR.117. 7-

CAREERS FIRST 2 15 10.5 10.5 18.2
wHAT BSS AANTS 3 17 1-.9 11.9 3(C 1

SALANCE 4 92 64.3 64.3 94.4
... IC.LLY CORRECT,- 5 M 5.6 5.6 1.0

TOTAL 14.3 00.0 100.0

Z.497 Std Dev i .020 Minimum 1.000

Max i rufm 5s.OOC

Vali•d Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

C12 PRO COMP JR OFF

Valid Cur
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

VERY POOR 1 1 .7 .7 .7
SPOOR 2 5 3.5 3.5 4.2

GOOD 3 103 72.0 72.0 76.2
VERY GOOD 4 34 23.8 23.8

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 3.189 Std Dev .517 Minimum 1.000

Max i mum 4.000

*Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

W541



~t~e S _EAD'SHIP~ SURVEY

Vali~d
Val ue az~ Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent--t

SOL in I ERS ;=ITST 112 8.4 8.8E 8.8
CAREERS =.RST 214 9.8 10.2 19.0>

W-T SS~ANS -9 27. 3 28.5 47.4

BALANCE 4 69 48.73. 50.4 97.8
ETHCALLY CORRECT 5 32.1 2.2 0.

6 4.2 MISSING

TOTAL 14'. 100.Q 100.0

M1ean 3. 270 Std Dev .989 Minimum1.0

Ma ximum E. 000

Valid Cases 137 Missing Cases 6

~14 130 LEAD STYLE

Valid CUM-
Value Label Value Frequency Percen~t Percent Percent

BY EXAMPLE 1 25 17.5 18E.2: 18.2
DELEGATE 2 30 2 4. 2.? 40.1
MICRO MANAGE 3 19 13.3 13.9 54.0
DO AS I SAY 4 11 7.7 e.0o 62.0
MANAGE VICE LEAD 5 32~ . .8. 100. 0

6 4.2 -MtISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 3.255 Std 0ev 151Minimum 1.000

Maximum 5.000

Validi Cases 137 Missing Cases 6



page - EADERS1I" SURVEY 112/i2

', 5'-P OR OUT

Vali d C-m -
Valu..e Label Valiue Frequency Percent Percent Percent-

.TRUE 1 75 52.4 52. 4 52. 4
PLSE 2 68 477.6 47.6 100.0

TCTAL 1043 ., J.,. 00. 0

Mean 1.476 Ld Dev 5" Minimum .u00
• .St' v.501 1.ir0

Maximum 2. 000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

0 16 SUCK UP TO BOSS

Valid Cum
Value Labe. Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRU_ 1 76 53.1 5.% 1 53.1

FALSE 2 67 46.9 46.9 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.469 Std Dev .501 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

--- *'n7 LEADERSHIP IMPROVED

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 133 93.0 93.7 93.7
FALSE 2 9 6.3 6.3 100.0

1 .7 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

---Man 1.063 Std Dev .245 Minimum 1.000
, 10Ao 2.000

V~da~ 142 1 5



1s C' LEADERSHIP SURVEY _4 Z~I

0I 13MNAGE VS LEAD

Val i d
v'alue I-abe- Value Frequency Percent PercentPeen

TIRUE 1 9?0 62.9 6Z..6
FA,- 1 -! 36. 1)c1

*2 1.4 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

TMean .6 Std Dev .482 Minimumn 1.000

:l xi mnum 2. 000.)

V/alid Cases 14. Missing Cases 2

Qi9 TODAYS LDRS BEST

Valid Cum-,
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percepnt:

TRUE 1 ill. 77.6 78.2 78.-Z
FALSE 2 31 21.7 21.8 100.0

1 .7 MISSING-

TOTAL 143 100, 0 100.0

Mean 1218 Std Dev .4115 Minimnum 1.000

MIaximlum 21.000

Valid "'ases 142 MissirlQ Cases I

10. 2 0NEXT ASSIGNMENT

Valid Cm
Valu-e Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRU1E 1 30 21.0 21.3 213-
-FALSM 2 Ill 77.6 78,7 100.0

*2 1.4 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

t-Meaft -1.78 Std Dev -. 41Mintimum- 1. 000-L
14~/-AflU ~ 2.-A



____ • -: •:••• = = . . - • _ -•: e - -• :• ---•7---= ::• • •-_ :s•• -T- -

- - - -- ,--- - •---- =- __ __ -

"a 11 _ .=',o•Sr4-•.T _ URVEY

SR._BLISH ARTICuES

Val i d
Value Label Value crequency Percent Percent Percent:

TRUE 1 32 22. 4 22.7 22. 7

P4,-E 2 109 7 77.-3 100

2 1.4 MITSSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1. 773 Std Dev .420 Mini mum 4. 000
Maxi"_mum 2Coo0

Valid Cases ll Missing Cases 2

Q22 W10 YCU KNOW

Valid Cum
Value Label Value- Freauency Percent Percent Percent

4TRUE 66 46 2 46.2 46.2
FALSE 77 53.2 53.8 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1 538 Std Dev .(00 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

Q13 I WOULD JOIN AGAIN

Valid C um
'Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

__TRUE 1 135 94.4 94.4 94.4

FALSE 2 a5. 5.6 100.0-

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

•"--n 1.056 Std Dev .231 Mi ni mum 1.000

A 2.000
- -55

k 4 ~isn~ae



p~age 12 -EADDERSHFP SURVEv

Va i-d w
Val.ue Zabei ValuLe Frequency Percent Per-cent Ferc-e-r~v-t--

TRUE 1109 76.2- 76.2 76-ý
=%LSE :34 23.88 23.8

TO7AL 143 100.0 100.0

Yla ..238 Stcf Dev .427 Minimum 1.000

V = Ii d -Ca s 14r, Missing~ Cases 0

.225 BOSS INTE3RITY

Val-id CUM:
Value Labe" Value Frequency Percent Percent Perceant

TRUE 1 112 7e. I 7S.3 79.3-
FALSE 2 31 21.7 21. 7' 1 00. 0

TOTAL 143 10010 100.-0

Mean 11.217 Std Dev .414 Mlinimum 1.000

M~ax i mium C. 0o0

Valid Cases 43Missing Cases 0

-726 MY INTEGRITY

Valid
value Lqabel Val ue- Frequency Percent Percent Percen -t

TRUE -1 -143 -100.0 100.0 I00o0-a --

TOTAL 143 -100.0O 100.0-

Mean 1..000 Std- 0,e 00 A mlimum 1.000
Max--mtuin 1.000 -- i

VatdCse 1$ t1Ms-ngCae 0



g . EADERS-IK -S•RJVEY .! ,. / _-

Q27 INFiATE-, -,'=F-

Val i d Cum
Value ,.abe. Value FreQuency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 65 45.5 45.5 45, 5
=ALSE 2 78 54.5 54.5 1C) 0.C

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.545 Std Dev .500 Minimum 1.000
Maxirmum 2.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

028 TRUST SYSTEM

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 96 67.1 67.1 67.1

FALSE 2 47 32.9 32.9 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1. U29 Std Dev .471 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2. o0

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

,Q29 TRUST PEERS

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 129 90.2 90.2 90.2

FALSE 2 14 9.8 9.8 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

- -Mean 1.098 Std Dev .298 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2.000

57
Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0



Paae I :E_=HERSHIP SURVEY

LEADERS BETTER

Valid --Lim.
Valke Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent-

TRUE 1 125 87.4 88.0 88.0
F2 17 1.9 12.0 100.0

1 .7 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean .. 2r c Dev .326 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2.".,c(

Vali3 Cases 2 Mis•',g Ces

Oi TICKET PUNCH"N3

Valid 1um
Value .abel VW ",A' Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE i 140 97.9 98.6 98.6
FALSE 2 1.4 1.4 100.0

1 .7 MISSING

o,*Ai 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.014 Std ')ev •I18 Minimum 1.000
Max i mum 2.7000

Valid Cases 142 Miss~nQ Cases 1

Q32 RATERS GOOD LISTENERS

Valid ?-,Am
Value Label Value Yrequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 107 74.8 75.4 75.4
FALSE 2 35 24.5 24.6 100.0

1 .7 MISSING

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

--Mean 1.24, Std Dev .432 Minimum 1 00
-Masci-mu 2.0C



-=-TER -HAN PRC

Val-e iaRel value Prevrk.rcy Percent Fercent !ercent

620 '2. P S a
21 52 36. 4 3b. 6 " ,.

.7 1ISSING

TOT7L 14 7 0 1')0. 0

',ear T,,: Dlev .48: Minimum 1 .000

Vali:. .ass e12 Missing Cases 1

0*34 TOE VS TDA

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 128 89.5 89.5 89.5

FALSE 2 15 10.5 10.5 100.0

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.105 Std Dev .307 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 2.000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

035 REWARDS SYSTEM

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 87 60.8 60.8 60.8
FALSE 2 56 39.2 39.2 100.0

----------------------- 59
TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

Mean 1,392 Std Dev .490 Minimum 1.00
Maximum 21000

+_Vld 1ae i45 -- Mi-Itirn Cases _0



Page i6 LEADERSHIP SURVEY :: -2A•

C-7 6 SELFISH AMB-:CON

Valid
Value Label Valte Frequency rer-ent Percent -ercen-.

TRUE ! 64 44.8 44.8 44.0
FALSE 2 79 55.2 55.2 .:0. 0

TOTAL. 143 100.0 1.0 0. 0

Mean I..552 Std Dev .499 MinImum 1.000
Max, i mum .0.0

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

Q37 OER CHANGE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 74 51.7 51.7 51.7

FALSE 2 69 48.3 48.3 100.0- - - --- -- --- ---

TOTAL 143 100.0 1 00.0

Mean 1.483 Std Dev .501 Minimum 1.000
Max i mum Xt2. 000

Valid Cases 143 Missing Cases 0

PEER RATINGS

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TRUE 1 43 30.1 30.1 3_0.1

FALSE 2 100 69.9 67. 9 I00.0-

TOTAL 143 100.0 100.0

--Mean 1r.699 Std Dev .460 Minimum 1.000
Ma-ximum 2.000

Valid ctases 143 , Missing Cases 0



Page 7 EADERSHIP S~JRVE-Y

CCNTNT CiC;ERS

'.al id :U
Valute Label Vali~e ý-eo-tencv Per-cent Percent Oercent

TRUE 67 46.9 46.9~ 46.9
FALSE 2 76 5--.: 5-.1 100. r

70TAL '43 100.0 100.0

MenI.1 11 Std Dev .501 Minimum LO
I iaX MU 000

Valid Cases 14: li~ssing cases 0

L.40 FrEERS RATE SOS

Valid Cum
Vailue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

YES 161 42.7 42.7 422.7
NO 282 57.3 57.3 100.0

-7-011- 143 100.0 1.00.0

Mean 1.573 .Std Dev .496 Minimum 1.000

Max<i mum 2. 000

Valid Cases 1.43 Missing Cases 0



Pace I~ -=c4RSHIF' SURVEY

This :;-cac;-re As completed at 4: 57: tDB

G** iver WR rSPACE --ilows +or 526? Cells withl
witnmzi -{zr CFRCSSTABE ,-roblem***



1~e ' .._EDERSHIP' SURVEy I i11°2/ 2

Crss ta -,A to o n T! 2 SFNAINC c

a CV L DRS TODAY VS YSTRDY

R ow P-- t hORSE SAME BSETTER M H•BETh
D-3- Co1 Pct TER 1 Row

Totc :~ 2 4 5 Total

i I 4 a 8- ýq7

COMBAT 5.6 11. 1 44.4 3..9
S66.7 66.7 1 40.0 62. 2

2.8 5.6 22.4 119.6

24 1 0 '433

C, SPT 0 3.0 63.6 1 30.3 23.1
6.7 8.3 1 26.3 22.2
.7 .7 1 14.7 1 7.0

+----------+-----------+-------- ------------- +
1 3 27 7 1 38

CBT SER SPT 2.6 1 7.9 1 71.1 18.4 26.6
16.7 225.0 33.8 15.6

; 7 • 1 18.9 4.9
-------------------- +--------------------------------+

Cl umn 6 12 80 45 143
8.. Z 8.4 55.9 31.5 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

9.-35304 6 .1547 1.385 5 OF 12 (41.7%)

Number af Missing Observations = 0

Q-63-



A-D R• z•RSH F SURVEY

S- u.! -t In 22RANCH
2-v L4 ETHICAL PEERS

.- P c A_ £AD .NEITHER :GOOD !VERY GOO:
_A C0.. _t 1D Row

"2 3 4. 5 Total
------------------------ ---------- --------- +----------

3 7 46 16 1 72
CMB• 4.2 9.7 63.9 1 22.2 50.3

1 100.0 i 58.3 46.9 53.3
2.1 4.9 1 32.2 1 11.2

----------------------- +------

1 2 9 33
CBT SPT 3.0 1 69.7 1 27.3 i 23.1

SI 8.3 i 23.5 30.0
* I . I 716.1 I 6.3 I

-------------------- +--------------+--------------+

4 29 5 38
CST SER SFT : 10.5 t 76.3 1 17.2 26.61*,. 2 .

t 33.3 : 29.6 16.7
i 0 2.8 1 20.3 i 3.5 1

+-------+-----------+--------------+--------------+

Col umn n 12 98 30 143
Total 2.e 8.4 68.5 21.0 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

6.80004 6 .3397 .692 5 OF 12 (41.7%)

Number of Missing Observations = 0

•. • ~~-64- •• -



21a L E ARSHI SP3RVEY E Y

RnUsAIulat! On : 01... SRANCH '

By Q.5 -z--/L, VS MGMT

Court
.ow Pct LED IS EMGE IS :-LEAD MGE

* _,-- Col Pct 1 MGE EAD SEP Row
Tot Pct S Total

--- -- ---- - -- - --- -----

544 1 27 72
[_O M BAT 6.9 61.1A 3•1.9 1 50. 7

41.7 46.8 62.2
. .5 30.8 16.1

----------------------- I-----4-----+

S' ' 27 4 1 3
CBT SPT 6.1 1 81.8 112.1 1

16.7 26.7 10.8
1.4 18.9 2.6

---------------------- 4--------------+

2 • 5 1 2.-- 10 1 38
CPT SER SPT 13.2 60.5 26.3 26.6

41.7 24.5 27.0
.;,5 16.1 7.0

+---------------------+--------------+

CoL Iumn 12 94 37 143
Total 8.4 65.7 25.9 100.0

ChA;i-Suare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5
-- -- -- - -- -- -- -- -------- --- - - - - - - -

6.55227 4 .1615 2.769 2 OF 9 (22.2%)

Number of Missing Observations = 0
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a~•e 22 LEADERSHIP SURVEY 4-1

sta •tiBonR: A2 BRANCH
Bv Q6 CURRENT OER

Count
Row Pct WVERY BADIBADLY INEITHER :GOOD :VERY GO0

06-: Col Fct LY 1 D -Row

Tot 'ct 12 3 4 5 -otal

4.------------+--------------4-- i---+---------------- ---------- +

1212 1 46 1 3a 4 /72

12.8 a 16.7 122. 2_ 52.8e 5.6 5.
-100.0 .66.7 44.4 46.7 80. 0

1.4 8.4 : 11.2 26.6 2.8 8
---------- +----------+----------+------------ 4--------+

2 i 2 9 2. 7 33.

"CBT SPT i 6.1 127.3 66.7 1 23.1
11.1 1 25.0 26.8

1.4 6.3 15.4 1
------------------ +------------+------------+------------+

S4 1 11 22 1 38

CBT SER SPT 10.5 1 28.9 57.9 2.6 26.6
S22.2 1 30.6 26.8 20.0 1

2.8 7.7 15.4 .7
------------------ +------------+------------+------------+

COl umn 2 18 36 82 5 143
Total 1.4 12.6 25.2 57.3 3.5 100.i0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< S

7. 56312 8 .4773 .462 8 OF 15 (53.3V.)

Number of Missing Observations 0



Pace '23 LEADERSHIP SURVEY

S.sst ti on, 02 BRANCH
By 07 OER RATER

CoL..t

Row Pct 'STRONGLYIDISAGREE:NEUTRAL 4AGREE :STRONGLY
07-i Col t'ct DISARE! AGREE Row

'Ir 2o t 4 5 Total
-- -- +--------- ----------------------------------------------------------

I 6 10 1 44 6 72
COMBAT 8.3 13.9 1 8.3 1 61.1 I 8.3 50.3

75.0 1 43.5 1 40.0 49.4 75.0
4.2 7.0 4.2 30.8 4.2

4 - -L-- - - -- ---

2 I 3 6 6271.= 1 3:.

CBT SPT 9.1 1 18.2 69.7 3. 0 2.3.1
13.0 1 40.0 25.8 12.5
2.1 4.2 16.1 .7

+--------+-----------------------+-----------------------------------4

2 1 101 1 22 38
CBT SER SPT 1 5.3 1 26.3 1 7.9 57.9 1 2.6 26.6

1 25.0 1 43.5 1 20.0 24.7 1 12.5
1.4 7.0 2.1 1 15.4 .7

+--------+-----------------------4----------------4----------------+

oI umn 8 23 15 89 8 143
Total 5.6 16.1 10.5 62.2 5.6 100.0

Thi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

11.31054 8 .1847 1.846 8 OF 15 ( 53.3%)

Number of Missing Observations 0

67.-



-2 LEADERSHIP SURVEY" inI2

=-stabul st,-on, RR2
By Q8 DER SR RATER-

C~un t
FRow P ct STRONGLY; ET T6REE ,STRCNGLYD

LIS-.. :o: act D:SAGRE: 1 AGREE Row
_rot P:=-rt_ J. " I•• , .;. ;, 4 1 5 Total•

-- - - - - - -- - - - --- I -- -- - - - - - - ----+- ----

; 4 7 4' 41 15 71
2-01 M. P A 5.6 9.9 55.6 57.7 21.1 50.0

80.0 53.8 44.4 46.6 55.6
2.8 4.9 1.8 .9 10.6

+ + + - + -
2~ 1 4 3 4 a5~

a. j. 24 2. 23.I
CBT SPT 3.0 A" A 9. 1 51.5 4.2 23.2

2`0 .0 30.8 333 19.3 29.6
S.7 2.a a 2.1 12.0 5.6

-------- +------------------------+--------------------------------+

3 X 1 2 a 30 4 38
CBT SER S, 5 5.3 5.3 78.9 10.5 , 26.815.4 242.2 1 34.1 14.8

1.4 1.4 1 21.1 2.8

+--------+-------- -- +--------------+-------------------------------~1

Col umn 5 13 9 88 27 142
Total 3.5 9.2 6. 3 692.0 19.0 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with EZ.F.4,

8.39897 8 .3955 1.162 8 Oa 15 (F. 3%)

Number of Missing Observations

Or
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25 -E=ZRESHIP =JRVEY

Cr s t an Ll --A on2 0nBRANCH
SR LDR SELFLESSNESS

C., U n t

w =ht !SELFLESS SELF CENICAREER c:
C-ol On_ 'ct I-ERED :ENTERED Row
T,4: F'ct 12 3 Total

:2 ~-----------+----------------+
42 9 20 1 71

COMBAT 59.2 12.7 28.2 50.0
55. 60.0 39.2 1

1 29.6 6.3 14.1 I
1 4

21 1
CBT SPT 48.5 6.1 45.5 237.2

21.1 13.3 29.4
11.3 1.4 10.6

.4----------------------- ----------------- +

18 4 16 38
CBT SER SPT 47.4 10.5 42.1 1 26.8

23.7 26.7 1 31.4
S12.7 2.8 11.3 1

------------------------ +-----------

Column 76 15 51 142
Total 53.5 10.6 35.9 100.0

Chi-Squiare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

4.20737 4 .3787 3.486 271 OF 9 22.2.

Number of Missing Observations 1

S; -69-



P;e26 LEADERSHTF S1,1RVEY

EVC, PRCF ZOPETENCE

Row Pct. G'O 0 D VERY e~ul

T-n ---------- -- -- --

CEvBT S'. I 4. 25. 15.1:

51.5 1 41.9 1

-- --- -- -- -----

178 10 38

CBT SER SPT 73.7 26.3 1 26.6
28. 3 1'2
19.6 1 7.0

Column 99 44 143
Total 69.2 30.8 10.

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E4'.< 5

6-:74075 2 .0420 10t.154 None

Number o+ Missing Observations 0



Paoe 27 LEADERSHIP SURVEY 4-I4 -

Crosstabulation: 02 BRANCH
B-y 011 PEER OREF

Count

Row Pct 'SOLDIERSICAREERS !WHAT BOSIBALANCE IETHICALL"

Q01-> Col Pct FIRST !FIRST 1S WANTS 1Y CORREC! Row
Tot Pc•2 7: 4: 5 i Total

1 £ 87844' 5 72
COMBAT 1 11.i 9.7 11. 61.1 1 6.9 50.7

1 72.7 46.7 1 47.1 47.8 1 62.5 1
5.6 4,9 5.6 30.8 i 3.5

+--------+-------- ----------------- +---------------+---------------4

2 2 I 2 . 23 3i
CBT SPT 6.1 6.1 9.1 69.7 9.1 23.1

18.2 13.3 17.6 1 25.0 Z7.5
I A.4 1 1.4 2.1 16.1 2.1

+---------------------- - -- -- ---------- - -----------------
1 6 I 25 38

CBT SER SPT 2.6 15.8 : 15.8 65.8 1 26.6
i 9.1 I 40.0 5 35.3 1 27.2 1
1 .7 1 4.2 4.2 17.5 1
+--------+-----------------------+----------------+----------------+

Col umn 11 15 17 92 8 143
Total 7.7 10.5 11.9 64.3 5.6 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E*F.< 5

8.24668 8 .4098 1.846 9 OF 15 (_60.0%)

Number c+ Missing Observations

•_? :--7 •



Page 28 LEAIDERSHT n SJERVE-Y I----

Cr osta~l •ti on: Q•BRANC

v 0,IZ PRO COMP JR OFF

Co, nt
Row Pct VERY POG POOR 'GO0D ;VERY G001

012-'- Col Pct !R ID Row
TLt ct 1 2 1 4 Total

Q2 --- - -- -- -- - ------------- +
1 5 48 18 72

COMBAT 1.4 6.9 1 66.7 25.0 50.3
D10..o 46.6 52.9

.7 , 3.5 33.6 1 12.6
----- -- - .-- ----

2 1 24 9 ,3
CBT SPT 1 72.7 1 27.3 1 23.1

i I 23.3 1 26.5
16.8 1 6.3

-------------------- +-----------------------------++ ÷ ! I,,

31 7 38
CBT SER SPT 81.6 18.4 1 26.6

I I 30.1 1 20.6
I I 21.7 1 4.9

4----------+--------------4-------------

Col umn 1 5 103 34 143
Total .7 3.5 72.0 23.8 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5
- --- ------- - --

7.36086 6 .2888 22"1 6 OF 12 5010%)

Number of Missing Observations = 0

-2

-72



aEADE-SHIP SURVEY -12/12

: t a, I . BRANCH
ey QM13 JR OFF PRE-

Row =ct SCLDIERS:CAREERS IWHAT BOS!BALANCE :ETHICALLJ
Pcl Fct P IRST 1FIRST 1S WANTS !Y CORRECt Row-

TotP?-tI 23 4 5 1 Total
----------------------------- +-----+-----+--------+----+

1 9 6 A .34 1 2 1 67
::0BAT 4 13.4 1 9.0 23.9 1 50.7 1 3.0 1 48.9

75.0 42.9 41.0 49.3 1 66.7 7
6.6 1 4.4 1 11.7 1 24.6 1.5

+ - ......-. +.,-------- -----

CST SPT 3.0 9.1 1 21.2 1 63.6 3.0 24.1
S.3 21.4 : 17.9 -%-0.4 33.3 i

.7 2.2 5.1 1 15.3 1 .7-
+ -+ -.. .-. - .. -

3 1 2 1 5 6 16 144 37
CST SER SPT : 5.4 1 13.5 1 43.2 37.8 27.0

i 16.7 35.7 i 41.0 ; 20.3
1 1.5 3.6 1 11.7 t 10.2

------------ 4------+-----+-----------------

Col •tmn 42 14 39 69 3 137
Total 6.8 10.2 26.5 50.4 2.2 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

11. 2133 8 .1862 .723 7 OF 15 (46-T/.)

Number o+ Missing Observations 6-

--73- -_



7c LEWI)ER SHIP SUPRVEYVI

Zrosstam ;,atior, . BRANCH
By C4 GO LEAD STYLE

Rcw Pc- t Y EXAMP;DELEGAT'EMICRO MAIDO AS I 'MANAGE V:
01 Pc SY 4. MD NAGEcG :SA•14- Co •- uE AGE SAY ;I"E LEAD! Row

Tot Pct 1 3 It 4: 5:Total
-- - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - -- -

i7 12 9 3 7 0 67
ZOMBAT I 9.4 17.9 13.4 4.5 1 44.2 48.9

52.0 40.0 47.4 27.31 57,7
9,..* 6= 1. -1 In

9.5 6.8 6.6 2.20- 21.9

- - - - - -- --- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - -26 a 5 5 9 37.

:9T SFT 18.2 24.2 15.2 15.2 : 27.3 , 24.1
24.0 26.7 26.3 45.5 17.3
4.4 5.8 3.6 Is ,.6 1 6.6

--------------------------------- +--------------------------------+

I 0 I 5 3 13 :37
TSER SPT 416.2 27.0 1 13.5 1 8.1 35.1 1 27.0

t 24.0 1 33.3 1 26.3 27.3 1 25.0 1
1 4.4 7.3 3.6 1 2.2 9.5 1

+----------------------------- ----- +---------------- +----------------+

Col umn 25 30 19 11 52 137
Total 18.2 21.9 13.9 8.0 38.0 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. -ells with E.F.< 5

6.22696 8 .6218 2.650 7"1 OF 15 S 20.0%',

Number of Missing Observations 6

-74-.
a74in



3'g 1, LEADERSHIP SURVEY //2

Crosstablat on. 02 BRANCH
1. r5• up OR OUT

Z ut

Rcow Fct :7RLE iFl'LSE
- . = Col Rct Row

Tot Mct 2 Total
- + ---- ---

7 37 5 72
S• OMBAT 51.4 48.6 50.3

49.3. 51.5
25 ." 9 . 24.5

-- - -- ---- I----

18 15 33
8C SPT 54.5 1 45.5 23. 1

.4.0 22.1
12.6 10.5

----- - --------

.20 i 18 38
Cu' SER SPT 1 52.6 47.4 26.6

26.7 26.5
; .4.() I 12.6

------------------------- 4

ColImn 75 68 143
Total 52.4 47.6 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Calls witn E.F.< 5
----- ---- ------ - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - -

.09111 2 .9555 15.692 None

Number of Missing Observations =0

-75--



•,_ -- 2 -5* '" • "_ - "- -A SURVEY 111/212'

.c: ,, t .a i at1 onm BRANCH
Bv 0K6 SUCP UP TO, BOSS

Court i
ow F'ct ;TRUE :FALSE

016- Col 0 ct ' . Row
Tot Pct 2 Total

-- - - -- - - -------------- +

7 9 13 72
COMBAT 54.2 45.8 50.3

.51. 3. ; 49. 3
27. 23.1

+ -÷

CBT SPT 7-9.4 60.6 223. 1
17.1 29.9
9.1 14.0

------------------------- +

24 14 38
CBT SER SPT 63.2 36.8 26.6

il .6 2. . 9
16.8 9.8

------------------------- +

Col umn 76 67 143
Oltal 53.1 46.9 100.0

Ch.-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.: 5

4. 06610 2 .130w 15. 462 None

Number of Missing Observations = 0

"-76-



°ag2-""EAERSHIP SURVEY 1U2/1

kross s t 'D RANCH
y Cl.7 LEADERSHIP IMPROVED

r-. rt

Row Pct 'TRUE 'FALSE
'T 4 7- CcI Row

•ot ct~1 2 I Total
-2 +-----------------------

1 65 6 1 71
~..MSBA 91.5 8.5 50.0

48.9 66.7 I
45.8 4.2 I

+-----------------
--. •, I 33

CEPT SFT 100.0 I 23.2
24.8

3 35 1 3 I 38
CBT SE-R SPT 1 92.1 7.9 1 26.8

26.3 33.3
24.6 2.1

------- ------------

Column 133 9 142
Total 93.7 6.3 100.0

Chi-Sq.:are D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

, e- ... , OF 692"2L

Number af Missing Observati'ons =

L



age za iDERSHQ 3URVEY ~~~

OrcsstafuL:ati on: 02 BRANCH
Bv T:8 MANAGE VS LEAD

Zount :

Raw Pat :TRUE :FALSE
B-- Col ýIct 1 Row

Tot Pct 1 2 Total
-2 -- & --- --

1 44 1 27 71
COMBAT 62.0 ; 38.0 50.4

S48.9 1 52.9
:ý 31. 2 119. 1

2 25 8 33
CBT SPT 75.68 2 4.2 23.4

27.8 1 15.7
1 17.7 1 5.7
---------- +------------+

3 21 16 37
CBT SER SPT 56.8 43.2 26.2

S23.3 31.4
14.9 : 11.3

-------------------
Column 90 51 141
Total 63.8 36.2 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.. 5
- - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - -

2.94148 2 .2298 11.936 None

Number of Missing Observations = 2



Pg LEADERSHIF SURVEY12

Sr-ssa u-aion= •02 BRANCH
By C1•5 TODAYS LDRS BEST

jourt!
Row F-t :T7RUE ;FaLSE

C.!9-- " Col ',-.- t Row
7-nt --,Ct ',2 ',Total

S51 z, 72
CCrMBA 7 . .8 29.2 50.7

, 45.9 67.7
S35.9 1 14.8

21 28 1 5 3
CBT SPT 1 84.8 15.2 2:3.2

25.2 16.1
' i9.7 3. 5

------------------------- +

7 .-*.*- 5 ' 37
CBT SER PT 96.5 13.5 26.1

28.8 16.1 1
22.5 1 3.5

+------------------------+

11umn 111. ,1 142
Total 78.2 21.8 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min -. F. Cells with E.F.: 5

4.6313 2 .0986 7.204 None

Number of Missing Observations =

T79-



_a e 44ED •',!' • E 'x ?4

Stb a t-On . ..2 BRANCH
,- 120 NEXT ASSIGNMENT

Count

Row :ct ;.U- FALSE
C 2L Col Pct Row

Tot Oct 1 2' Total

4 .' ,' 9 5:53 72?.

COMBAT • 26.4 77.6 5 1.1
6.3-, 47.7

15 737.6

4 2-7 71

SP T  12 9 87.1 22.0
13..3 2 24., I
2.8 1 19.1

7 731 1 38
C -D SER SPT 18.4 1 81.6 1 27.0

2 2. 3 1 27.9 1
5.0: 22.0

+-- -- -- -- --------- +-------------

Col nmn 30 11.i 141
To .. 1.-, 78.7 100.0

::,n.-Siare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.cF.< 5

2.60610 2 .2717 6.596 None

Number of Missing Observations 2

O-80-



Page 7 !_EADERSH IP SURVEY -1/'

cr sstaDLtatio,: 02 BRANCH
B'., 021 PUBLISH ARTICLES

Count ,
Row P'ct ýTRUE :FALSE

n021-' Co. Pct 1 Row
Tot Pct ! I : 2 Total

1. 59 72
CCMBAT I S.1 I 81.9 51.1

40.6 1 54.1
c?..2 1 41.8

2 9 22 31
CBT SPT 2 29.0 1 71.0 22.0

128.1 1 20.2
6.4 i5.6

+------------+------------+

3 10 20 1 38

CBT SER SP" 26.. 73.7 27.0
1 31.Z 1 25.7
S7.1 1 19.9
---------- +------------+

Column 32 109 141
Total 22.7 77.3 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.1 5

1.87691 2 .3912 7W035 None

Number of Missing Observations = 2

-E ---Z- ________



Page 79 E'ADERSHI P SURVEY tI/2?4

Crhsstabtaacoan: 02 BRANCH
Sv :;:2 WHO YOU )KNOW

Cournt
" ":cO 'ct TR•ýE i

022- C:ýl Pc t 'IRoW
•:t ;7,ct1 2 ; Total

0_ ----------- +--------------+

1 30 42 72
C4MBA1. 41.7 58.3 50f.

45.5 54.5
2. . 0 , 29.4 1

-- - - -- ---------

2 i 5 18 3 z Z
CBT SPT 45.5 54.5 23.1

S10. 5 '12.6

S* I3 117 11 378
CBT SER SPT , 55.A 1 44.7 1 26.6

31.8 1 22.1
14.7 11.9

Col umn 66 77 143
Total 46.2 53.8 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min EF. Cells with EXF.< 5

1.85862 2 .3948 15.231 None

Number of Missing Observations 0

-82-

i -- 0 ._-_- -A : ----s_:: -. _ . _ _ ,._ : _ _ .... _: . .. ...t- _



_age 79 LEADERSHIP SU-FVEY : .... 2

:rosstabLl atio 2 BRANCH 01
BV I WOULD JOIN AGAIN

Count

:'ow Pct !TRUE !FALSE
. Col Pct Row

To-P:t, I 2'Total
V2 - +

', 67 ', 5 72

CO0MBAT i 9. .1 ' 6.9 50.7
49.b 62.5
4&. 9 .5

----------- +--------------+

CBT SP-r 9Q9 6.1 2:3.1
I 27-0 25'- .•=0

i 21.7 A 1.4
------------------------- +

z 77 • 1 I 38

CBT SEP SFT 97.4 1 2.6 126.6
27.4 ! 12.5 1

S.25.9 f .7
------------------------- +

Column !135 a 143
Total 94.4 5.6 100.0

Chi-Sauare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

.99365 2 .6Z97 1.846 , O, 6 50.0%)

Number of Missing Observations = Q

*

-83-



!"age 40 _EA~DESH!P S'J,•VY .. -

Crc-stabulat on BRANCH
E'v IZA TRUSTED BOSS

7ow Pat l TUE IFALSE
Q24--> Col Pct Row

7"t Pat 2 1 Total

4 *

S51 21 72
CCMBAT 70.8 29.2 1 50.3

46.8 61.8
.'5.7 14.7

:-L 4 33

CBT SPT 1 87.9 12.1 23.1
26.6 ii.8
20.3 2.8

t 29 9
CBT SER SPT 7b.3 23.7 1 26.6

S26.6 26.5
1 20..3 1 6.3 1

+ -

CoI umnr 109 34 143
76.2 23.8 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

-.6"2802 2 .1630 7.846 None

Number of Missing Obse-vations = 0



Page 41 -EADERSHIP SURVEY 112•112 ±

rosstabu t at I oa : o2 BRANCH
B v BOSS iNTEGRITY

Count
Row Pct :TRUE !FALSE

025-> Col Pct I Row
Tot Pct 1 2 Total

1 53 19 72
COMBAT 73.6 26.4 50.3

S47. 3 61.3
37.! 13.3

2 -30 - 3

CBT SPT 90.9 9.1 23.1
26.8 9.7

i .0O 1 2.1
4-,

29 9 38
CBT SER SPT 76.3 23.7 2'6.6

1 25.9 29.0
I 20.3 6.3

------------------------- +

Column 112 31 143
Total 78.3 21.7 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

4.11050 2 .1281 7.154 None

Number of Missing Observations 0

-85--



"-age Z nA"DE-SHTI= SURVEY - /
ýt f :-=_- 1- 1 2Z-

2, 1-26 MY INTEGRITY

Row P.t :TRUE
Col P1t Row
Tot Pct 1 Total

1 72 72
COMBAT 100.0 50.Z

1 50.3

CBT SPT 10.•0 23.1

S23. 1

+------------+

3. 38 38
CBT SER SPT 100.0 26.6

26.6
1 26.6

+------------+

Column 143 143
Total 100.0 100.0

•** Statistics cannot be computed when # of non-empty Rows or Columns is 1 ***

Number of Missing Observations 0

-86



'age 43 7 EADERSHIP SURVEY - 11,2f--2

Cros stan u. at i or: 2 BRANCH
By 027 INFLATED OERS

Count
Row Pct :TRUE :FALSE

27->~ Col Pct Row
Tot Pct 2. 21 Total

t --- - -- - ---- --

1 32 40 72
COMBAT 44.4 55.6 1 50.3

S49.2 2 51.31-
1 22.4 28.0

-17 16 33± ±

CBT SPT 51.5 48.5 1 23.1
26.2 20.5 1
11.9 11.2 1

16 22 38
CBT SER SFT 1 42.1 57.9 26.6

24.6 28.2
S11.2 15.4
--------------------------- +

Column a5 78 143
Total 45.5 54.5 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

.69045 2 .7061 15.000 None

Number of Missing Observations = 0

S~-87-



•aoe 44 _EADERSHIP SURVEY !21 • 12

Cross:ab.. ati on: BRANCH,
?v ~2 aTRUST SYSTEM

Count
Row Pct !TRUE :PALSE

028-' Col FPt Pow
-ot Pct 2 'tal

- + - - -

I z4 ' 8, 72
144

COBA-T 61.1 7 38.9 50. 73
45.8 59.6
730.8 19.6

12 7 .--

CBT SPT 78.8 21. 2 23.1
S27.1 14.9

a. 16) 4.9 1
S---------

26 12 i 38
CBT SER SPT i 68.4 271.6 i 26.6

1 2i7.1 ', 25. 5

18.2 8.4
+----------+---------------+

Column 96 47 143
Total 67.1 .9 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F..: 5

2.24346 2 .1976 10.846 None

Number of Missing Observations

-88-



a .. 4 '5 ,•.EDE.SH.I "'-Y 1-112/12

0r2 BRANCH
Bv C29 TRUST •EERS

Count
Roi F'Ct ; TRUE !FALSE

70t Fat 1 2 ta

4 - --- - - -- -.

_•_: ,•,• , E7.5 1 2.5 50. :

48.8 64. 7
44.1 6.3

i 2

CB9 SPT 93.9 1 6.1 2 7r. 1
1 24.0 14.-

21.7 1.4
----------- +---------------+

._• ' 35_. 38

CBT SER= SCT 92.1 7.9 1 26.6
27.1 21.4 1
24.5 2.1 1

----------- +---------------+

Col umn 129 14 143
To•t 90.2 9.8 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.( 5

1.27297 2 .5292 3.231 2 OF 6 ( 3. 3%)

Number of Missing Observations 0

14 -



-' ,.SH-I _•u ,,b .. SURVEY ± /2 1

r m-s•-ab ul a• i o• : 2 BRANCH
'_- IS0 LEADERS BETTER

P'c Pct !TRUE ;FALSE
0 30- Col 1--ct i Row

•ot Rct, 1 Total
f-. --- ----------- I-

4 64 7 -74

B ATi 90. 1 9.9 50.0
51.2 141.2
45.1 4.9

+-------+-------------+£ I

cB" SPT 90.9 .1 4 2

24.0 17.6 ,
', '1.1 2.1'

--------- --------- ---------- +

i7 36
CB, SER SFP 81.b 18.4 26.8

24.9 41.2
21.8 4.9

--- ----------------

Column 125 17 142
Total 86.0 12.0 400.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< f

2.06034 2 .3569 3.951 2 OF 6 3•. %o

Number of Missing Observations 1

-90u



Pose 2 LEADERSHI P SURVEY - 212

Crosst anu it:in; 02 BRANCH
Ev 01 TICVET PUNCHN,

Coun~t
Row Pct :TRUE !FALSE

* i31-.. o: Pct Row
Mat Pet 1 2 'otal

0 2 -- - - - -- - - - -- - - -
I 69 1 2 71

COMBAT 97.2 2.8 50.0
49.3 ;100.

1 48.6 1.4

2 , 33 '-

CBT SPT i i00.0 2,.2
S23.6•
S23.2 1

+---------+-----+

1 38 8 38
CBT SER SPT i 100.0 26.8

S27.1
S26.8

------ +-----

Col umn 140 2 142
Total 98.6 1.4 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.T. Cells with E.F.: 5

2.02851 2 .3627 .465 3 OF 6 (i5f.0%)

Number of Missing Observations =

W

-91



- ge .... . . . - SU VEY "I-t

.<rz,•=ta•,,_.• -'-4 t : Q Bs N,

20"'---- ~v ~Z2 ~ :A TERS GOODD I~TN~

-'',RE ;FALSE
077- 01 Pzt R0k

-_,2 --o -.. ..--- ----

55 71
55 16 7 1 •

"7. 5 22".5 C
51.4 45.7
,38.7 1:.3

" l 23 , 10 ' "-
IBT SP7 69.7 1 Z0. 3 2z .2

1 21.5 1 28.6
16.2 7.0

1-299 '3298

CBT SER SPT 76.3 1 23.7 : 26.8
27.1 25.7
20.4 6.3

+----------+---------------+

CO] umn 107 35 142
otal 75.4 24.6 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

.75786 2 .6846 8.134 None

Number of Missing Observations =

'42



-ROE- 49 LEADERSHZP SLJRVES' -;VEv"

D2 EBRANCH
,v _,_ EPF BETTER THAN PRO

Count.'

Row Fct :TRUE 'FALSE
33- Col Ilkct - Row

Tot 'ct X I o t oal
---------

43 28 71

CCMBA- 60.6 :39.4 50.0
47.8 5 8
170 . - 19.7 1

-------------------------- 1

CBT S36.4 26 i 6. 1
S2L.9 3 23.1

14.8 6.5 1
+--------------- ---------- +

3 26 A.:
CBT SER SPT 68.4 751.6 ;26. 8

28.9 2.1..4

I S. 71 8.5
+-----------+-------------

Lo u m n 90 52 142
Total 63.4 36.6 100.0

Chi-Square D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.-.< 5

.65968 2 .7190 .. )85 None

Number of Missing Observations =

)

-'9,-



S, 7T74 70E TDA

:Rc~ c't "RUE IFALSE
~~-- c~ i 4 -Row

---------------------- +----------------+

68 4

~OBT94.4 5.6 50.7
5' SZ1 '26. 7

7.6 2.8

2" 9 4 "Zz

CE,` S PT 87.9 12. 1 23.1
1227 26.-71
120:. 3 S.

7.1 7 1 38
C0PT SER SPT 81.6 118.4 126.6

24.% 146.7
21.7 4.91

----------- +---------------+

C-ol Ltmn 12'%E 15 143
Tota~l 89.5 10.5 100.0

Chi-Sacuare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells witth E.F.e 5

4. 50642 2. .1051 3-. 4621 2' OF 6 Z . 31%)

Number of Missing Olbservations 0

41,4ui



_=_ L- E-r,=Sk: ° S: VEYii2•

C. 0sst SA c ._t c 7% C 2 BRCANCH

7 E F±1 -LSE

ct ý='ct 12 Toct a

------------------ +-.--------

I ~42 0 7

.543 41.7 50.3
48.3 53.6

S29.4 I21.0e

-• ' 20 13 323
CST SPT - 0.6 39.4 23.1

' •" '" • 23. 2
S14. C'0 9.1 1

"* 25413 I 38
" "b _ £F'T SRA. 2 34.2 26.6

28.7 1 23.2 Z
17.5 9.1

Co IUM,, 87 56 14 31
Total 60.8 39.2 100.0

Chi-Square D. 7. Sianificance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

.581:36 2 .7478 12.923 None

Ni-Amber of Missing Observations 0

-5



S$V SELF 1SH APBT170N

;--UE ~FALSE
L_ .c I Row
Tat 2 1Total

------------------------- +

01 M I IA 0015.3

45.6

2 15 is 33
:BTr SPT 45.5 5 4. 5 23. 1

2.3.4 212.89
10.5 12.6

4 1 25 38
CBT SER SPT 34.2' 65.82 26.6

20 .'3. 31.6
9.11 17.5

CoiLr, U. 64 79 143
Tota.L 44.6 55.2 100.0

Chi-Square D.P. Significance Min E.P. Cells with E.F.< 5

2.51646 2 .28421 14.769 None

Numnber of Missing Observations =0



,.E 'DERSH . .. .. P -- •,URVE--
-g 5.- an L.1 A- - -1--

Ur osst aDL i1o-n ,,-: ?-BRN-

E'y V7 3ER CHANGE

Ou=t

e D7- - i- Row

Tht P:t i 2 Total
f ------ --------------

' 6 3 6 72

50.0 50.0 50.3.:,
46.6 52.2
-125.2 25.

16 17 -7

-BT SPT 48.5 51.5 23.1
2.1.6 1 24.6
11.2 I 11.9

---- -------------- +

Z ... '- 16 38
CBT SER SRTI 57.9 1 42.1 1 26.6

29.7 23. 2
15.4 11.2

------------------------- +

Col'umn 74 69 143
Total 51.7 46.3 100.0

Chi-Scuare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.< 5

.s0o38- .6690 15.923 None

Number of Missing Observations = 0
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,- + - + S -

S50 72 -•
30.6 69.4 5,2.
51.2 50.0

1 15.4 35.0
+ .. .. . + -

2 25 33
CBT 2T 24.2 75.8 2 7S-. 1

1B.6 25.0 I
5.6 17.5

7 13 25 38
CB- 3RS34 . 65.8 26.6

30.2 1 25.0
9.1 17.5

Col umn 43 100 143
T7tal 30. 1 69.9 100.0

Cr-i-Sqoare D.F. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.:, 5

.35084 6 563 9.923 None

Number cf ?1issirg Observations =

**98-
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2 1 • " 29.4
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_ER 18 20 38

C;3 27 .. 47.4 52.6 26.6
26.9 26.3 1

2 . 6 14.0
--------- -----

r01ur 67 76 1.43
otal 46.9 53.1 100.0

1-i-SqLr a L. -. Significance Min E.F. Cells with E.F.<, 5

2. 30554 2 .3158 15.462 None

Numoer of, Missing- Cbservations = 0
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CBT SPT 45.5 ; 54.5 : 23.1
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7 17 21 738
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Total 42.7 57.3 100.0

Chi-SQuare D.P. Significance Min E.F. Cells witn E.F.< 5

.33941 2 .8439 14.077 None

Number of Missing Observations 0
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